) PUBLIC
COMMENT
PERIOD

June 30 - July 29, 1992

EPA invites the public to submit
comments on remedial alternatives
(possible clcanup options) considered
for the American Chemical Services
Supcrfund site and om the alternative
recommeaded by EPA. Comments
will be accepted orally or in writiag at
the public meeting (sce below), or
may be mailed (postmarked by July
29, 1992) to Karea Martia, Commp-
nity Refations Coordinator (address
listcd om page 8).

» PUBLIC
MEETING

Thursday, July 9, 1992
7:00 p.m.
Griffith Town Hall
111 North Broad Street
Griffith, Indiana

Words in bold type arc defined in a
glossary on pages 8 and 9. Documents
identified in bold, kalicized type are
available for review ia the two

see page 8 of this fact sheet).
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» INTRODUCTION £t

This fact sheet describes the US. EBavi-
roumcatal Protectioa Ageacy’s (EPA's)
recommended remedial alternative and
the other options comsidered for com-
trolliag contaminat’ )n at the American
Chemical Services (ACS) Superfuad site
ia Criffith, Indiana. Included are sum-
maries of the background and history of
sults to date, and a summary of the Fes-
sibility Study (FS), receatly completed.

This proposcd plan summarizes infor-
matioa svailable is the Remedial Invest-
gation (RT) report and the FS, as well as
other documents found ia the Adminis-
trative Record file for the site (sec “For
More Information® for locations).

Section 117 (a) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation,
end Liability Act (CERCLA) requires
that the public be notified of the reme-
sitc contamination and the remedy

recommmeaded by EPA and the Indiana
Department of Eaviroamental Manage-
meat (IDEM). This fact sheet, aloag
with the public mecting to be held on
July 9, 1992, relays the key clemeats of
the FS aad EPA’s recommended alier-
aative. The public is eacouraged to
review documests available ia the Ad-
ministrative Record asd to submit com-
meats on all the alteraatives preseated
in the proposed plan for the ACS site.
Commeats made by the public will be
addressed in a document calied a Re-
spoasiveacss Summary and cvalustod
whea selecting the remedy for the site.
EPA will sclcct a final remedy for the
site oaly after the public has had aa op-
postunity to commeat oa the proposed
plan, and the comments have beea re-
viewed and coasidered.

The Responsiveness Summary will be
attached to the Record of Decision,
EPA’s document descriding the chosen
altenative. <




» SITE BACKGROUND

The American Chemical Services Super-
fun'd site, located at 420 S. Colfax Ave.,

In the late 1960s and carly 1970s, small
batches of chemicals were

gen-
erated from the site, and off-sitc wastes.
The first incincrator started operating in
1966, the second in 1969, and buraed
about two million gallons of industrial
waste per year. The incinerators were
dismaaticd in the 1970s. The shells
were cut up and scrapped; the burncrs
and blowers remain oa site.

Batch manufacturing was expanded be-
tweea 1970 and 1975. Additives, hubri-
cants, detergents, and soldering flux were
manufactured, and aa cpoxidation plant
created a product a plasticizer.

mdlm.ﬁemdwdlm-
idation plant operati
:::ia o Lo, = sod 1o Pa
Drum, was to Pazmey
Ou-g.hl’ebmuylm.whidloldito
Dartja Djurovic in March 1987. Kapica
Drum/Pazmey bas not operated since
1987. Im 1980, a 31-acre parcel of prop-
erty to the west of the off-site contain-
ment arca was sold to the City of
Griffith for an cxpansion of the City’s
municipal landfill. The Griffith Munici-
pal Landfill has beca an active sanitary
solid waste disposal facility since the
1950s. Solveat recovery operations at
ACS coatinued until 1990 whea ACS
Continued top of next column.
2

lost interim status under Resource Con-

servation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
regulations due to an EPA enforcement

cther, and phthalates uscd and
@wdhmmwhm.

A foct sheet, dated September 1990, sum-
marizes RCRA activities at the zite.

ACS was placed on the National Priori-
ties List (NPL), a roster of the nation’s
worst hazardous waste sites targeted for
Sep(e‘::balwi Appmn:mdy.h..

2 i 400
drums containing sludge and semi-solids
Continued top of next column.

of unknown types were reportedly dis-
posed of in an on-site containment area
(sce Fig. 2). The off-site containment
arca was incipally as a waste dis-
posal arca and reccived wastcs that in-
cluded on-site incinerator ash, geacral
refuse, a tank truck containing solidified
paint, and an estimated 20,000 to 30,000
drums that were punctwred
prior to disposal. The Still Bottoms Poad
and Treatment Lagooe #1 reccived still
bottoms from the solveat recovery process.
The pond and lagoon were takea out of
service in 1972, drained, and filled with
drums containing materials. A
Coasent Order to a remedial in-
study was signed by
the Parties
(.!'R.Pa)ilhnemmmeid'mu-
tigation began in 1989. <&

Figure 2, Sie Map

) SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS:

A major componeat of the RI was to as-
scss poteatial risks to public health and the
eavironment if the ACS site is not cleaned
up. This component is called a baschne
what contaminants arc present at the site,
as well as the concentrations, amounts, lo-

cations, and ability of contaminants to
travel off site, a risk asscssment was devel-
oped to determine what, if any, risks are
posed by the site and if remedial action is
warranted. Forty-four chemicals were
chosen as being represcatative of the con-
Continued on page 3.



) SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS i

Continued from pege 2.

tamination at ACS. The risk asscssment
indicates that currcat site risks (prima-

When the risk asscssment
indicates that site risk to an individual
exceeds EPA’s accepted risk range, reme-
dial action is warranted at the site.

While EPA’s estimates of risk are very
conservative (they assume proloaged,
regular, and massive exposure to con-
taminants), the risk levels at ACS are

not acceptable to EPA.

The risk assessment also cvaluated po-
teatial heakth risks if the contamination

) REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION RESULTS

Data for the RI report were collected
during three phases and a Supplemental
Technical Investigation (STI). The gea-
ezal purpose of Phasc I was to identify
cach zone of contamination 10 that a
moare focused investigation could be
implemented.

Phase I of the RI was compieted in De-
cember 1989. Phase I indicated that
there were large arcas of buried debris
with a wide range of contaminants. The
upper-aquifer ground-water contamina-
tion was found to extcad in several di-
rections from the site.

drum area, and localized arcas of or-
gAnic contaminants with PCB’s and soils
coataminated with metals.

The still bottoms /treatment lagooa and
adjacent source-arca contaminants con-
sist predominantly of organic contami-
sants without PCB’s and randomly dis-
tributed buried droms. Organic con-
taminants with PCB’s were not detected
in the treatment area, but were
detected in the bottoms arca.

Metals were detected in both areas. In
an adjaccnt area, west of the cxisting
fire pond, organic contaminants with
and without PCB’s were detected.

The off-site containment source-area
showed a predominance of organic coa-
taminants without PCB’s. However,

were not addressed and if the site were
developed for residential use. This fu-
ture-use scenario showed that future on-
site residents could be exposed to an
increased cancer risk, as well as other
adverse bealth effects. Readers should
understand this scenario is used oaly to
measure risk. The unremediated site

) ECOLOGICAL RISKS
An ecological assessment to cvaluate

would ot be developed for humas wee

because of the levels of contaminatioa
found there.

Detailed results and interpretations are pro-
sevved in the Baseline Risk Assessneny,
Volunes 1, 2 end 3 September 199},
Jound in the RI Report, Section 7. <&

negative effects on plants and animals was

performed for the arca surrounding the ACS site. Based oa this asscssment upland
(terrestrial), wetland, and aquatic receptors may be negatively affected by contaminants
prescat in soils and surface water within the ACS vicinity. As with the risk asscssment,
conservative assumptions were used throughout this ecological assessment.

Detailed results and

are presented in the Ecological Assessnent of e

interpretations
RI Report, September 1991, Section 7.2. <¥

organic contaminants with PCB’s and
metals were detected primarily in one
arca in the northern portion, and at a
number of small arcas in the southern
portion. An estimated 20,000 to 30,000
drums of general refuse, and a tank
truck partially full of solidified paint
were reportedly disposed of in this arca.
The Kapica/Pazmcy source-arca con-
taminants were found in an arca nocth
of the Kapica building. Metal contami-
nation was found to the west and north
of the Kapica building.

Organic contaminants without PCB's,
including chlorinated ethanes, partially

> FEASIBIL'TY STUDY

to the mature of

sad the exteat. Coataminants do not
extend off site to lower-aquifer wells.
No organic contaminanis were detected
at any private resideatial well

A discussion of the neture and asent of
contarnination cen be found in Secion 5 of
S RI Report. A desalled Rt of conterni-
nants and concentrations cen be fend in
Appendix R of e RI Rgport. <{

to the upper aquifer), both with respect
compounds detocted

The purpose of the remedial action is to clean wp all buried-waste source arcas,

resideats from

health risks related to contact with contaminated ground watez, soil, or possible sir

cmissions from buricd wastes.

EPA’s overall goals at ACS are to adequately

human health and the cavi-

ronmeat, and to reduce the release of contaminants into the cavironmeat. These
goals are detailed in the Feasibility Study, pages 2-1 through 3-3. In summary, they

are

» to ensure that public heslth and the eavironmeat are not exposed to cancer
and non-cancer risks from drinking water, soils, buricd drums/liquid wastes/
sludges, or other substances from the landfill;

vy

media;

>» mmmepumdfmmandpo&blprud

to restore ground water to applicable State and Federal standards;
to reduce the spread of contaminants off site through water, soils or other

of contaminants via site

3



) REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES | —

Ia order to accomplish its goals, EPA cxamined cight reme-
dial alternatives. There are nine specific criteria (sce “EPA’s
Ninc Evaluation Criteria” on page 6) that the EPA must use
to analyze all of the alternatives. Bascd oa the analysis of
cach altcrnative against these criteria, EPA recommends the
one that represeats the best balance betweea the criteria and
the remedial objectives. The following is a brief explanation
of the alternatives considered.

Commos clements of all akternatives, except No Actioa (Al-
ternative 1) include: continucd moaitoring and cventual clo-
sure of the Griffith Municipal Landfill; a water pump-
ing and treatmeat system; coatrolled di of treated
ground water to wetlands and/or ground-water reinjection;
ground-water mouitoring for at least 30 years; deed restric-
tion; fencing; and possible well closures to reduce the potential

Griffith Municipal Laadfill would continue to
State law. Every five years a review would be performed to
cvaluate the site’s threat to public bealth and the eavironment.

Present Net Werth (PNW) of Alternative 1: $0
Time to compicte: 0

Alternative 3: Dewat of on-she areas; excavation
and (a) on-site incineration of buried waste or (b) on-
site low-temperature thermal treatment of buried waste.

ground-water pumping wells to allow excavation of buried
wastes. Excavated wastes would be treated with an oo-site in-
4

cinerator (3a) or with a low-temperature (hermal treatwent
unit (3b). Treatmeat residuals would be placed back into the
excavation. As infilktratioa basia would be comstructed over
cach source arca in order to use treated grouad water to flush
contaminants.

PNW of Alternative 3a: $ 54,800,000

PNW of Alteraative 3b: $ 45,100,000

Total time to complete source treatment: 3 years
Quantity of waste treated: 35,000 - 66,000 cubic yards
Quantity of contaminated sodl treated: 0

ARlternative 4: In-sRu steam stripping of burled waste,
solls, and ground water.

stripping comsists of slcam at ely 400 de-
grees farcaheit X hollow-stem augers

Alterastive 5 provides for site dewatering a serics of

g:ﬂnm'&bdovhm* of imtact
and misceliancous debris. Intact drums would be in-

cinersted off site while miscellancous debris would be

ground-water pumping wells to allow for excavation of intact
drums and miscellancous debris. Intact drums would be in-
cinerated oa site (6a) or off site (6b), while miscellancous -
debris would be off site. Arcas designated as buried
wastces or PCB-contaminated soils would either be incinerated
oa site (6a), or treated with low-temperature thermal treat-

ment (6b). Treatment residuals would be back into
Continued on page §.



Continued from page 4.

would thea be installed to treat contaminated soils. Partial
installatioa of a ISVE system could begin following the
completion of site dewatcring in arcas; are not impacted
by buried-wastes cxcavation activitics.’  cover would be
placed over unpaved surfaces in the arcas that require ISVE
to prevent short-circuiting of air from the surface and to re-
duce rain-water infiltration. A pilot-scale test would need to
be conducted to demonstrate the overall effectivencss of
ISVE on materials with such high contaminant levels.

PNW of Alternative 6a: $ 43,100,000 to § 56,600,000
PNW of Akernative 6b: $ 37,800,000 to $ 46,800,000
Time to complete treatmeat: 6 - 8

of waste treated: 35,000 - 65,000 cubic yards
Quantity of soil treated: 70,000 - 100,000 cubic yards

Alternative 7:  On- or ofi-she Incineration of buried
mmudhpouldmlmlhmom debris; (a)

on-elte incineration of buried wastes and solls or (b)
on-sits low-temperature thermal treatment of buried
wastes and solis.

Aletnmve7pm|daﬁ:e:edemtuz: o
pumping to cxcavation of mtact
ey T T
incinerated oa site (7a), or off site (7). Misccllancous debris
would be taken off site for Buried wastes and con-
mnhﬂndadhmldbcinmaﬂedmde(‘h)utrmdm
site through low-temperature thermal treatment (7). Treatmeat
residuals would be deposited back into the excavations.

PNW of Alternative 7a: $84,600,000

PNW of Akernative 7b: $64,400,000

Time to complete treatmeat: 2 - 6 years

Quaatity of waste and soils treated: 135,000 cubic yards

ARtsrnative 8: Off-sie Incineration of buried drums;
oft-ske disposal of miscellaneous debris; (s)
landfarming of buried waste and solls or (b) slurry-
phase bioreactor reatment of buried waste and solls. -

using a scrics of

dewatering using
ground-water pumping wells to allow for excavatioa of buried
dcbris. Intact drums would be incinerated om site. Miscella-
ncous debris will be takea off site for landfilling. Buried
wastes and contaminated soils will be treated oa site through
treatment would be accom-

(&)) Treated soils would be deposited back into excavations,
Because it is not known if biological treatment would attain
appropriate treatment levels, a pilot study would be

to evaluate the effectivencss of the technology at ACS.

PNW of Alternative 8a: $ 34,200,000

PNW of Akcrnative 8b: $ 43,200,000

Time to Complete treatment: 8 - 15 years (8a); 5 years (8b)
Quantity of waste and soils treated: 135,000 cubic yards

Section 3.7 of the FS report addresses remedial altematives avail-
able for the known sources of contamination. Section 4 provides &
desailed analysis of he remedial action aliematives. <3

.

f EPA’S EVALUATION CRITERIA

EPA will select a remedy (a cleanup plan) for
site contamination after looking at each aiter-
native according to the following criteria:

(1) Overall protection of public health and
the environment. (To what degree does the
cleanup option eliminate, reduce or control

threats to public heaith and the environment?)

(2) Compliance with Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs).
(Does the remedy meet state and federal envi-
ronmental and other regulations?)

(3) Implementability. (How difficult will the
remedial alternative be to build and operate!
Is the required technology available?)

(4) Short-term effectiveness. (How long will
it take to design and implement the remedy?
Will short-term risks to the community, the
environment and site workers be mitigated?)

(5) Long-term effectiveness. (Wil the reme-
dial alternative be reliable in protecting public
health and the environment over many years?)

(6) Reduction of contaminant toxicity, mo-
bility and volume. (How well does the alter-
native reduce the harmful nature of the con-
taminants, prevent them from moving off site,
and decrease the levels of contamination?)

(7) Cost. (The selected remedy must be cost
effective. How will the remedy provide overall
effectiveness proportional to its costsl)

(8) State acceptonce. (Does IDEM support
or oppose EPA’s proposed remedial alterna-
tivel)

(9) Community acceptonce. (Have com-
ments from the public been addressed? Does

the public support or oppose the plan?)

J




Thermal Aeration
Treatment Unk
Waste Storage
Hopper/Shredder 1
Soll Redeposied
On Site

Of the cight alternatives considered for
the ACS isite, EPA recommeads Alter-

astive 6b as the remedy. (NOTE: For a
Bst of the cight alternatives considered

by EPA, plcasc sce pages 4-5.)

Alternative 6b Recommended Rem-
ody: off-site incincration of intact bur-
ied drums; off-site disposal of miscella-
ncous debris; in-situ vapor extraction of

ally be closed under State law.

Alternative 6b requires excavation and
low-temperature thermal treatment of

buricd wastes. Vapor emissions would
be contained during excavation and re-
siduals would be deposited back into the
cxcavations after mecting appropriate
treatmeat levels. As a supplement to

Altceaative 6b, a pilot study to deter-
minc the effectivences of ISVE oa bwr-

icd waste material would be conducted

the in-situ sell vapor extraction system

0

]

Continued on page 7.
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Figure 4, Soll Vapor Extraction Treatment System




» EPA’'S RECOMMENDED REMEDY 7

Continued from page 6. nant matrix and scale found at the ACS  operate and maintain (over a 30-year
site may provide valuable data for period), reflecting a PNW cost of $37.8
to be developed for all contaminated remediation of future sites. Because to $46.8 million. It would take from 6 to
site soils and would have a defined LTTT would be implemented in the off- 8 years to complete. Ground-water
proof-of-paformucepaio.d. Atthc site area, no time would be lost in the moaitoring would contiaue for at least
ead of the performance period, it would  gverall remediation of this sitc Gf ISVE 30 years.
be determined by EPA if in-situ soil on buricd wastes proves incffective). It '
vapor extraction is adequately working  ghould be noted that this recommended I Summary
onhmiedwufe.lfthetedmoloyn remedy is preliminary and could change
effective then it could be expanded to  ag 2 result of public comments ornew  EPA prefers Akernative 6b because it
wnremediated portions of the on-site information. provides the best balance of tradeoffs
arca. If the technology is not effective with respect to the aine criteria. EPA
thea low-tcmperture thermal treatment 4 detailed examination of how Akemative  belicves the preferred alternative will
(LTTT) would be used for buried 6 complies with EPA’s nine evaluation meet the requiremeats of CERCLA to
wastes at the ACS site. Regardicss of  oriteria can be found in Section Sof the FS.  be protective of human health and the
the pilot study results, LTTT for buricd  For 4 comparative analysis of the nine crke-  cavironmeat, attain ARARs, be cost-
wastes from the off-sitc arcawould be  1ig for this end the other alieratives, ses  effective, wee permaneat solutions and
implemeated and completed. page # of his foct sheet altcraative treatment technologies to the
Implementation of an unprovea technol-  Alternative 6b would cost $21.6 to $30.6  the statutory preference for treatment as a
ogy through pilot testing ou a contami-  mjllion to construct and $16.2 million to  principal clement. <&
Treated Off-gas
10 Atmosphers

@nﬂd Ground-water Table

Figure 5, In-situ Soil Vapor Extraction Schematic

©
Suction Blower
Gn'.nd-:; VW
or Alr/Water
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Y» PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

EPA invites the public to comment on
alternatives discussed as potential rem-
edics for contamination of the American
comments will be addressed and evaluated
in the sclection process of the remedy. A
summary of all comments and EPA's re-
sponses will be contained in the Respon-
sivencss Summary, which will be attached

to the Record of Decision, a docoment
outlining the final choice for a remedy.

Comments may be presented orally or in
writing at the public meeting (sce page 1
of this fact shect for date, time and place).
Or, comments may be mailed to Karen
tor, at the address Eisted on page 8

Mailed comments must be postmarked

by July 29, 1992,

«
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) FOR MORE INFORMATION =~

Public information repositorics have
been established at the Griffith Town
Hall, 111 N. Broad St., and the Griffith
Public Library, 940 N. Broad St. Tech-
nical and other documents are sent
there, and the public is welcome to re-
vicew them. The Administratve Record
File, which contains the information
upon which the sclection of the remedy
will be based, is also available at the
Griffith Town Hall, and at EPA Regioa
S offices.

You may ulsoeonuct the following EPA personnel:

Karca Martin (PS-197) Wayde Hartwick (HSRL-6J)
Community Relations Coordinator Remedial Project Manager
(312)886-6128 (312)886-7067
U.S. Eaviroamental Protection Ageacy
77 West Jacksoa Boulevard
Chicago, IL 60604

Toll free (9-4:30 central time): (800)621-8431

)» GLOSSARY

Aqulfer - a zoae or layer of rock, soil,
sand or other porous material, found
below the ground surface, that is ca-
pabie of holding and yiclding usable
quantities of water; often a main source
of drinking water.

Land-farming (of waste) - a treatment
and/or disposal process in which baz-
ardows or nonhazardous waste depos-
ited oa or in the soil is naturally de-
graded by microbes (microorganisms).

Low-temperature thermal treatment

- a technology that provides cvapora-
tion of VOC's but does not require

beating the 50il to combustion tempera-.

tures. An indirect heat exchanger is
used to dry and beat the contaminated
soils up to 450 degrees Fahrenheit
which strips the VOC's from the soil.
Once the VOC's are vaporized they can
cither be destroyed through high tem-
perature incineratioa in an afterburner.
8

or recovered through an activated car-
bon system.

Motal - heavy metal - a family of inor-
ganic clements that include arseanic,
lead, chromium, cyanide, mercury, zinc,
and others; heavy metals can be toxic at
relatively low concentrations

Organic compounds - Chemicals
composcd mainly of carbon, hydrogea
and oxygen, and found in matcrials such
as solveats, soils and pesticides; they
may be toxic whea ingested, inhaled, or
absorbed through skin contact.

Plasticizer - a compound associated

Polychlorinated biphenyl (PC8) -a
family of organic compounds used since
1926 in clectric transformers as insula-
tors and coolaats, in lubricants, carbon-
less copy paper, adhesives and caulking
compounds. PCB’s arc extremely per-
sistent in the eavironment because they
do not break down into less harmful
chemicals. They are stored in human
and animal fatty tissues. Long-term ex-
posure can cause liver damage and has
been shown to cause cancer in labora-
tory animals.

«

Potentially responsible parties
(PRP’s) - thosc persons, companics or
other legal catitics that could be held
Eable for study and clean-up costs of a
Superfund site; they include owners, op-
crators, gencrators and haulers of haz-
ardous waste.

Present Net Worth (PNW) - az eco-
nomic term used to describe today’s cost
for a Superfund cleanup and reflect the
discounted value of future costs. A
prusent worth cost estimate includes
construction, and feture operation and
maintcnance costs. US. EPA uses
present net worth values whea calculat-
ing the cost of akternatives for long-term

projects.

Resource Conservation and Recov-
ory Act (RCRA) - a federal law that es-
tablished a regulatory system to track
hazardous substances from the time of
generation to disposal. The law re-
quires safe and secure procedures to be
used in treating, transporting, storing
and disposing of hazardous substances.
RCRA is designed to preveat new, un-
coatrolled hazardous waste sites.

Continued on page 9.



)» GLOSSARY '
Continued from page 8.

Slurry-phase blorsactor - a system in
which soil or sludge is combined with
water to form a slurry. This slurry is
thu\btodepadedmobuny(wuhw)
using a sclf-contained reactor. Slurry
biodegradation is one of the biodegra-
dation methods for treating high con-
centrations of soluble organic contami-
nants in soils and sludges. The two
main objectives of this technology is to
detroy the organic contaminant, and to
reduce the volume of contaminated ma-
terial.

Slurry wall - a ground-water barrier
formed by injecting low-permeable mate-
rial, such as clay, into the ground along a
kne. Slurry walls are often used to slow

down or redirect the flow of ground water.

Soll vapor extraction - a technology
designed to pull air through soil con-
taining hazardous substances into pipes
that carry it to a treatmeat facility de-
signed to remove the contaminants from
the air, and discharge the treated air ei-
ther into the environment or back into
the soil.

Source - from where a hazardous sub-
stance is released into the environment;
c.g., a spill arca, a factory, or a portion
of a landfill where hazardous substances
were dumped.

Semi-volatiie organic compound
(SVOC) - a compound similar in nature
to VOC’s. SVOC's are less volatile than
VOC's. SVOC's are used in the manufac-
ture of drugs, cosmetics, soaps, paints, fer-
tikizers, explosives, and manty other products.

Sttt bottom - a mixture of compounds
generally settled out of suspension from
standing waste water.

Volatile organic compound (VOC) -
a compound composed of carbon and
bydrogen, characterized by a tendency
to readily evaporate at room tempera-
ture. VOC's disapper more quickly
from surface water than from ground
water. Examples include lighter fluid,
paint thinner, and components of gaso-
line.

Zone of contaminstion - an arca in
which contamination is found, cither is
the ground, the water, a landfill, or
other defined arca. <@

Ifyoudldnotrecelvethlsfactsheetmthemaﬂ,youarenotonthemailmghstfortheAmencanChcnn—
cal Services Superfund site. To add your name, or to make a correction, please fill out this form and mail

it to Karen Martin at the following address:

Karen Martin, PS-19J
Community Relations Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, linois 60604
NAME
ADDRESS

CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE

PHONE NUMBER

AFFILIATION




OH Official Business
Penalty for Private
V Use $300

United States Environmental ~ Office of Public Affairs (PS-19J)
Protection Agency 77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Region §

Chicago. L 60604

( INSIDE: American Chemical Services Superfund Site Information
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